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' ; The Toledo Public: SCbools\and the Toledo Diocesan ' P
‘ Schoo&s have both been involved in the implementation of g
competency-based ‘instructianal systems in the past three years. Bach o ‘
'systeh has achieved implementation {n varying degrees and by -
contrasting sethodologies. . The objectives of this paper are.to (1)
- examine ‘the theoretical framework, the social contexts, the staffing -

e constraints, the inservicing, the iuplenentation pbases, and the

conpohents as to their similarity and dissimilarity, noting

' patticularly their degree of functionality; and (3) synthesize
. -generalizations potentially applicable to the ilplelentation of any -
_ conp tency—based instructional systen. (Author) ‘ . o A

feedback mechanismsg of these two programs; (2) -analyze these /.
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In the past f%ur years both the Toledo Public Schoo}s and the Toledou'q ._i

Catholic Diocesan Schools have implemented competency based instructional b :

1 .
\

. systems in the schools.. Whereas both programs have reached actual imple~-

: mentation’b use of the basic components of com'etency'based instruction,
on' by use mpoy £ compets

each has achieved implementation in varying degrees and by contrasting

methodologies; ’ _ . .

The objectives of this symposium are three dimensionala (l) to examine '

the theoretical frameworks, the social contexts, the staffing constraints,

‘the’ inSerVicing, the implementation phases, and the feedback mechanisms op-

ecating in these programs; (2) to analyze these components as to their simi-

K

Ilarity and dissimilarity, noting particularly their degree of funttionaJity; s o

e 13) to synthesize a series of generalizations potentially applicable to the :;' S

\

a

implementation of competency based instructional systems.‘

.
’

‘Issues and Problems In Implementing Competency Basad Instructional Systems

In developing and implementing any competency based curriculUm, there

LA

"*fFare several c0ntextual considerations which must be made. These involve:"N'»‘

II.;Of the social environment,athe student Pr°f11°' s°h°°1 res°urces"y
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- has been‘aCComplished,'we then proceed to the business of curriculum building

~itself; .determination of goals and objectives, identification of assessment

. ) . . . . . .
procedures,»development of instructional strategiqs, selection of instructional X T

urces, and the development of 1nformat10n feedback mechanigms for moni-.

*
4

i torin EValuation functions. The curr1culum building process develops modules,

asic organi21ng unit of a competency based education system.'
ot ' L b 4 .
Competency based 1nstruct10nal systems as’ vehicles of 'change encounter e

+ Y

traditional and new kinds of resistance. Because competency based pro-
t
\ . L4 B ..
grams often follow change dictated by state or local legislation, such programs

a

‘are somet1mes perceived as being dictated from above and without,: Teachers

<
2 . ’

and- administrators often fear these changes because they appear to limit the a .
f L. . T

. educator ‘s self- determination and ‘are perceived as watchdog techniques. Ad—

‘ditionally, considerable critlcism has been leveled at competency based educa-

‘
4 LI . =

.+ .tipn as dehuman1z1ng the.educational pvocess. Such:criti01sm’appears to-OVer-;

* .
A ¢ . ’ ] a
Al . ‘ PR

look several critical factors. first, the prime rgie'of indiVidnaliZed in-

L3 e

struction in a competency based curriculum, and second, the necessary 1nvolve- s, f_,
3 . N 4 <

nent of the total school community (parents, students, teachersk etal) in -7 »}_x

n .
. . oy
N A . R

the detérmination ‘of educational goa{s. R di R

Development and Implementatlon of the Competency Based Model in the Toledo
Schools : .

. The model 1nherent in. thh Tolédo Public Schools Educational Planning ' k
. @ . \ - ‘
Project was developed between'1970-72 and consists of a structurcd planning .
} . o T ,

3

cycle with five components: needs assessment, 1nstruction by objectxves, Lo

'budget decentralization, 1nformation~disseminat10n, and evaluation.f A prif‘ '~ﬁl rf jfff L

i‘mary stimulus for the 1mplementation model came from the Ohio s legislaturej?

';mandating 1nc1eased syqtematic educational planning at the district level.tf]fx




b‘ff’schools, 23 teachers were solicited to de&elop a complete set of competency

~

)

i

T and individualizing strategies. : Following the pith impLementatj_on 1n t_he PR g e iff{ ~

.f‘of the disciplines‘was presented to the staff as a starting point; teacher

Schools may elect to undertake all or part of the. change model based upon

their unique needs. Soriie buildings have begun with a comprehens1ve needs

'assessment procedure to determine priorities for change, while others elected
to start with a focus on a particular curriculum discipline or with decentfa-
S , - . ‘ e '

_lf;ed budget control. The planning model is intended to provide the data

neceésary for rational decision-making’decentralized'to the:buildingilevel.

vl

A data bank including student and school profiles, along W1th responses from -

r

the total educational community on education issues w111 prov1de 1ndiv1dual
schools with a means to prioritize their educational needs.

Presently. the central‘thrust of the Toledq competency baseﬁ program in-
Lolves the instruction by objectives component. The pilot 1mp1ementation of C B :
this component occurred in -the Spring of 1973 in eight Toledohelementary schools
perceived by pro;ect personnel as being conclusmye to change. 1In selecting o L
pilot schools, pro;ect personnel first met . with the administrators to learn ﬁﬁ\

of thetr willingness to cooperate. Next the particular curricular needs of ' \qu
7the school were discussed (1n Reading. and Math) 'ht this point,'project per-
sonnel presented an outline of the competency based'education seguence:to’the‘
staff and asked.for volunteer’participants. A prototype curriculum in q@é
input was solicited‘toemodify the‘prototype'tot a) suit the needs of‘the build-"
'ing, ‘and b) increase the generalizability of the’ materJals.
Teachers volunteering for the project receiVed a paid, ten—hour inserVLCe

v : --~‘~»~£.._.-A.A__ L
program on writing and categorizing objectives, criterion—referenced testing( j‘ ~

ittt .

e

iculum mate*‘a s for Reading and Math. These teachexs wexe dra T
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- from the original program schools and from those schools which were to partici-, e
; . L -’; . . »' .- - . ‘ . . o
pato 4in the expanded program (at le&st one from each school). During the -

Y. . s . w - ' L . v} . »‘ ! : ¢ . A : . e ’ °

Summey of 1973 thése teachers,ialongiwith Educational Planninq staff and N

curriculum consultants, developed conpetency based curriculum mater1als which ‘

-,

_ 1nclude measurable behav1oral obJectives, cr1terion reTerenced test 1tems, a

PRI . Q.

‘ record keeping chart, and a1ternat1ve materials keyed tp each obJective.'

B ) . °©
.

Implementation schools for the 1973 ~74 school year were selected on the j ..‘q(ﬁ__
i 'ba51snof administrator and teacher predispOsition (follo&ing dbnferences with =~ h )
‘ '_ principals and staffs), and reflect a. variety with respect to both staffing ?F' ' .L;r
" organization and.Curriculum materials used Questionnaire feedback frOm 6L ~fj3 :o_'“:_}

- of the 109 partic1pating teachers indicated that a majority of the reSpondents.‘

B

in both the Reading and Math programs believed that the .materials helped their
’efforts in ind1v1dualizing, identifying the entry level of students, and develop-< '
@ I ° .
ing skills to enable the‘student to work moce on his own. Teachers expressed
a need for greater demonstrations of more ;pecific examples of howobo use thet

materials w1th part1cular kinds of students. e f ) J ‘o -
< . . O S )
‘The Toledo Diocesan Schools: Implementing a Larxge Sdale Program N g CUte L
. ! . 'Y ' ’

*

In contrast to the Tolodo Public Schools, the Diocesan Schools of Toledo

implemented a competency based program because of 1nternal pressures and with--

' : EIR R
out the aid A{Jout51de fﬂzding. The thrUSt for curriculum change 1n ghe Y”_‘ .

. Diocese ‘came 1nit1ally from church and school Offl ials who perceived a degreo . a o

Ce - . :
Y ) o .

yiof curriculum stagnation. The competency based mo el was 1ntroduccd during

the 1970 71 school year with the help of a team o? University of Toledo Facultyfﬁ?

An inservice curriculum class was conducted for dfocesan personnel, helpin’



..s..
" University of Toledo faculty cOnducted.curriculumimeetings for. teachers and
administrators. Curriculum guidelines in the areas of art,_guidance.rlanguage

':arts, mathematics, musxc, Science, and social studies developed modules for

field'testing. 'During the 1972—73 field testing. intensiVe inservice training" Coo
. [ -

and evaluation of the curriculum guidelines were furnished by the concult-v ‘

o i b M 4 S, bt 03 1 et o 2 s e e
, :

it

ants for the field test teathers, while a less 1ntensive program was conducted C

for. other schools. -t

»

@

o The 1973-74 competency based program of the Diocese presentl? involves

~ ninety-six elementary schools 1n northWest Ohio, upvolvxng school populations

varying from affluent suburban, ruralvfarm and non-farm, centralvcity w0rking
class to inner-city. poor. Over lOQO;teachers and over 12,000 teachers are

-

» . involved tu some.degree in the use of conmpetency based instructional'materials.

‘ The schpol's Willingness to use‘the qurriculum'materialsfuas more closely

. e '
_related to the Principal s attitude towards innovation- than it ‘was to the

geographic locatlon. size or sdcial class natnre of the schools. The teacher‘s‘

Y

willingness to: use a competeney based model for teaehing did not relate to f

' age or experience, but was positively related to their degree of use of pre—

>

ig Vious nstructional innovations.
A The total reassessment‘of'all of the'curriculum guides is'nowitaking~ i
Y B ) .o -
L place and most will have completed this process by the end, of the school year.

B
[ . K

Eight DiOcesan schools and eight elementary schools outside the Diocese havn
been evaluating the Guidance curticulum guidelines with respect to the. following
dimensions:' (l) evaluation of curriculum guidelines by teachers. (2) evaluation

f;* of change of teacher behavior by teachers; (3) QValuation of student behavior ,ihf

;change by teachers (with experimental and COnttolkthupS); (4) evaluation '




\
, ' \
: that the greater single need is_generating a feedback,system to manaqe an SN \
S L ¢ S o o
, orderly curriculum change process. Inservicing is perceived as a nece3sary Y

vehic]&ato 1earn the skills necessary for this task 1n research involving Lo o

64 teachers and 320 students using Guidance obJectives, students in competency'-"

[N

based instructional groups ‘showed significantly greater gains in social behavior

iy bt ak e et s s e s n o+ [ ) e e ———_— i o o i e e e —— e Am o S _ it 1 i
; R .

than did students not in such classes. g ' o,

Staffing Implications for COmpetency Based Instructional Programs

& ]

0

Since the Toledo Public Schools and the Diocesan Scools have used a X .

b . . . 5
variety of staff organizations, including both self-contained and multi~unit

classrooms, ‘the introduction of competency based education stimulated two
S centxalquestions. First, does a competency based system hecessitate a multi->'

unit staff organization to function effect}vely? And conversely, dOes a multi-
Unit staffinq arrangement need a competency based format to focus and coordinate
w’its operation? A - S - S ST

K I 4 . ’ . L% . ¢

LE : ; i . o 1
f”The‘individualized instruction necessary in a. competency based system

t

" I
L]

strongly suggests the need for a variety of student group configuratiOns. These

A e

N .

_ gtoupings additionally suggest the need for a Variety of teaching skills to B
"71:' S 5 > e e
’ meet varied student learning needs. Diversified staffing is thus necessary if"”

B! ‘rkdividualized character of competency based education is to be realized.v\: L

1 ‘\\

.

as to bredth and depthl Preliminary feedback from teachers indicaLes that the.‘
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clarity of purpose, the specification of skills, and the effectivoness of any

a evaluation monitoring system. In either. case, feedback from teuchers supports

the suggestion that any innovation involV1ng competency based educationfand/or

Y '

multi unit staffing will be perceived as threatening by many educators, and is

*

best initiated in a climate of administrator and teacher voluntarism. .

Educational Implications o ’ ‘_,f_
= - ’ ¢ .u'

Analysis of fﬁese presentations yields a number of common characteristics.

The Toledo Public and the Diocesan programs were carried out in an ovellapping
geographical area and involved elementary school children from a wide spectrum

of‘home backgrounds. Both initially 1nvolved volunteer part1c1pants who were -

anserviced and built their own competency based curriculum. Packaged curriculum ;

' materials were'treated as resources”rather‘than as‘materials ready for imple—,ﬂ

3

mentation. Each inservice program built'in rewards for‘teachers involvement,

»
'

whether it be release time, extra pay, or graduate credit for workshop partici-
pation. BSth systems have gathered data relative to the effectiveness and/or

'rperCeived effectiVenesspof their programs.

e

- - . : . K i . . . ’ ] : ) . .”14,‘ .o

By contraSt certain elements in the two programs are marked by their

A ,..

reudissimilarities., One program was initially stim'lated by the church and educa~

tional hierarchy, the other by state legislative direction. The Diocesan-prorj

5

!;gram has been a more widescale change involving large humbers of teachers in

.

PrETER L y

all curriculum areas; the Toledo program has concentrated in two areas and in-,_“

B
PR

‘E.VOlVed arelatively small number of teachersa The Toledo program is °P°rati“9

L4

“ ff_in the context of a global educational planning model; thc Diocesan change

Ty
R

Il

,el is confined to the more basic curriculum components.’ Whereas, the Toledo :

© ?_";n
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A synthesis of these findings yields a number of generalizations poten—-«'

vv/

/tially applicable to the implementation of any competency based system. (1)

Such innovations tend to be accepted best in a climate of administrator

1

. and teacher voluntarism. (2) Degree of implementation in schools is related

.

to principal predisposition, and degree of teacher implementation is related

~ .
-~ &

to the amount of previous teacher curriculum innovation. (3) ParticipatiOn e

is enhanced when competency based education is correctly perceived ‘as a system

for organizing and eValuating curriculum procedures and not as. a method of IR
teaching._'(4) Participation is promoted additionally by some form of'reward'
for inserVice participation. {5) The:necessary.teacher inservicing process

should require teachers to build their own curriculum modules, thus creat;ng

a psychological inVestment for teacher 1mplementat10n. (6) Implementation~
1 utilizing diversified staffing tends to promote a greater degree of individ— R ‘,?

ualizing for students. (7)-Evaluation-is the most difficult component of<the

.

model to operakionaliref yet it will be the most 1mportant 1n effecting change. :"i‘

because it furnishes data pertaining to the relevance of objectives and thefl )
effectiveness of instructional strategies. ' | - . o St

3
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